The free-piston engine generator (FPEG) is a linear energy conversion device with the objective of utilisation within a hybrid-electric automotive vehicle power system. In this research, the piston dynamic characteristics of an FPEG is compared with that of a conventional engine (CE) of the same size, and the difference in the valve timing is compared for both port scavenging type and valve scavenging type, with the exhaust valve closing timing is selected as the parameter. A zero-dimensional simulation model is developed in Ricardo WAVE software (2016.1), with the piston dynamics obtained from the simulation model in Matlab/SIMULINK (R2017a). For the CE and FEPG using scavenging ports, in order to improve its power output to the same level as that of a CE, the inlet gas pressure is suggested to be improved to above 1.2 bar, approximately 0.2 bar higher than that used for a CE. If a CE cylinder with exhaust valves is adopted or referred to during the development of an FPEG prototype, the exhaust valve is suggested to be closed earlier to improve its power output, and a higher intake pressure is also suggested if its output power is expected to be the same or higher than that of a CE.
Introduction
The free-piston engine (FPE) is a novel power device system, and the main difference from a conventional crankshaft engine is that the piston motion is linear and free to move between its dead centers [1, 2] . For the FPEs, the elimination of the crankshaft system and the reduction of mechanical components significantly reduces the complexity of the engine [3] . This gives a number of advantages: the heat transfer losses and NO x generation are supposed to be reduced due to faster expansion stroke; the frictional losses should be reduced due to the simplified mechanism and the elimination of the piston side force in conventional reciprocating engines; potentially lower maintenance cost due to a compact design; and multi-fuel/combustion mode possibility due to a possibility of variable compression ratio [4] .
The FPE system is known to be coupled with different loads, which include air compressors, hydraulic pumps, and electric generators [1, [5] [6] [7] . In this research, the FPE connected with a linear electric generator (free-piston engine generator, FPEG) is selected for future application in hybrid-electric automotive vehicles. Combustion takes place alternatively in each chamber of the engine makes the translator reciprocate and the linear electrical generator converts parts of the mover's kinetic energy into electricity, which will be stored and/or used by an external load [8] . The effective efficiency is estimated compression stroke realisation [27] . The FPEG prototype in this research adopts the most popular dual-piston type, the schematic configuration of which is shown in Figure 1 . This FPEG comprises two internal combustion engines and a linear electric machine. The linear electric machine is located between the two cylinders, and the two pistons are connected with the mover. The spark-ignited FPEG employed here uses a two-stroke thermodynamic cycle, i.e., the power stroke is controlled to take place alternately in each cylinder, and to drive the compression stroke of the other cylinder. The pistons with the mover oscillate, and the linear electric generator converts part of the mechanical energy into electricity, which is stored by an external load.
Comparison of FPEG with a Conventional Engine (CE)
As the crankshaft mechanism is eliminated for an FPEG system, the piston movement is only affected by the forces acting on the pistons, as shown in Figure 2a . The main forces are the in-cylinder gas force from both cylinders, the resistance force from the linear electric machine, the mechanical frictional force, and the inertia of the moving mass. The corresponding dynamic equation is derived as:
where (unit: N) and (N) are the gas forces from the left and right cylinders respectively; (N) is the force output from the linear electric machine-a parameter which is varied depending if the machine is operated in motoring or generation modes; (N) is the mechanical friction force; (kg) is the moving mass of the piston assembly with the mover of the electric machine, and (m) is the piston distance from the cylinder head. The calculation of the forces mentioned above and model validation results can be found elsewhere [3, 22, 28] . This FPEG comprises two internal combustion engines and a linear electric machine. The linear electric machine is located between the two cylinders, and the two pistons are connected with the mover. The spark-ignited FPEG employed here uses a two-stroke thermodynamic cycle, i.e., the power stroke is controlled to take place alternately in each cylinder, and to drive the compression stroke of the other cylinder. The pistons with the mover oscillate, and the linear electric generator converts part of the mechanical energy into electricity, which is stored by an external load.
where F l (unit: N) and F r (N) are the gas forces from the left and right cylinders respectively; F e (N) is the force output from the linear electric machine-a parameter which is varied depending if the machine is operated in motoring or generation modes; F f (N) is the mechanical friction force; m (kg) is the moving mass of the piston assembly with the mover of the electric machine, and x (m) is the piston distance from the cylinder head. The calculation of the forces mentioned above and model validation results can be found elsewhere [3, 22, 28] . For a conventional crank shaft engine, a schematic figure is shown in Figure 2b . The distance between the crank axis and the piston pin axis s is given by [29] :
where l is the connecting rod length (m); r is the crank radius (m); and θ is the crank angle (degree). As a result, the piston dynamics of an FPEG will be different from that of a conventional two-stroke crankshaft engine with the same size.
The cylinder volume V at any crank position θ is:
where V c is the clearance volume (m 3 ), and can be calculated from the swept volume V d and the set compression ratio CR:
The piston distance from the cylinder head of the crankshaft engine is then calculated by [29] :
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For a conventional crank shaft engine, a schematic figure is shown in Figure 2b . The distance between the crank axis and the piston pin axis is given by [29] :
where is the connecting rod length (m); is the crank radius (m); and is the crank angle (degree).
As a result, the piston dynamics of an FPEG will be different from that of a conventional twostroke crankshaft engine with the same size.
The cylinder volume at any crank position is:
where is the clearance volume (m 3 ), and can be calculated from the swept volume and the set compression ratio :
The piston distance from the cylinder head of the crankshaft engine is then calculated by [29] : The engine of the FPEG is the same size as that of the CE. The specifications are summarised in Table 1 . The input parameters for the FPEG is based on a prototype developed at Newcastle University, and a more detailed development process can be found elsewhere [21] . The piston diameter is the same for both engines. For the FPEG, the piston stroke is variable, and it is tuned to be the same as that of the CE by changing the input fuel and the electric load. The operation speed of the CE is set to be the same as that of the FPEG, which is 35.7 Hz for the FPEG, and 2142 rpm for the CE. The engine of the FPEG is the same size as that of the CE. The specifications are summarised in Table 1 . The input parameters for the FPEG is based on a prototype developed at Newcastle University, and a more detailed development process can be found elsewhere [21] . The piston diameter is the same for both engines. For the FPEG, the piston stroke is variable, and it is tuned to be the same as that of the CE by changing the input fuel and the electric load. The operation speed of the CE is set to be the same as that of the FPEG, which is 35.7 Hz for the FPEG, and 2142 rpm for the CE. The simulated piston displacement from the cylinder head for the FPEG is demonstrated in Figure 3 , with that of the CE shown in the same figure as a comparison. For a better understanding of the difference in piston dynamics, the changing trend of the piston velocity with the piston displacement is shown in Figure 4 with four specific points (points 1, 2, 3, 4) marked in the figure. The simulated piston displacement from the cylinder head for the FPEG is demonstrated in Figure 3 , with that of the CE shown in the same figure as a comparison. For a better understanding of the difference in piston dynamics, the changing trend of the piston velocity with the piston displacement is shown in Figure 4 with four specific points (points 1, 2, 3, 4) marked in the figure. It can be found that the piston of the FPEG moves faster after combustion takes place (point 1 in Figure 4 ) as it is not restricted by the crankshaft system. For the FPEG, the expansion process is the corresponding compression process of the other cylinder, and the piston is driven by the combustion gas force to overcome the compression force. As a result, the piston velocity of the FPEG becomes slower soon after the top dead center (TDC) compared with that of the CE (point 2 in Figure 3) . The peak velocity of the CE is approximately 4 m/s, which is higher than that achieved in the FPEG (around 3.4 m/s).
When the piston is moving towards the TDC from its bottom dead center (BDC), the piston velocity is higher in the FPEG at the beginning of the stroke (point 3 in Figure 4 ), while gets slower afterward (point 4 in Figure 4 ). The piston velocity at point 3 in Figure 4 is higher because the piston is driven by the high-pressure gas after combustion. As the FPEG configuration employed in this research is a dual-piston type, the compression process (from BDC to TDC) is the corresponding expansion process for the cylinder of the other side. Without the crankshaft mechanism, the piston velocity will be lower when the piston is approaching its TDC during the compression process. It can be found that the piston of the FPEG moves faster after combustion takes place (point 1 in Figure 4 ) as it is not restricted by the crankshaft system. For the FPEG, the expansion process is the corresponding compression process of the other cylinder, and the piston is driven by the combustion gas force to overcome the compression force. As a result, the piston velocity of the FPEG becomes slower soon after the top dead center (TDC) compared with that of the CE (point 2 in Figure 3 ). The peak velocity of the CE is approximately 4 m/s, which is higher than that achieved in the FPEG (around 3.4 m/s).
When the piston is moving towards the TDC from its bottom dead center (BDC), the piston velocity is higher in the FPEG at the beginning of the stroke (point 3 in Figure 4 ), while gets slower afterward (point 4 in Figure 4 ). The piston velocity at point 3 in Figure 4 is higher because the piston is driven by the high-pressure gas after combustion. As the FPEG configuration employed in this research is a dual-piston type, the compression process (from BDC to TDC) is the corresponding expansion process for the cylinder of the other side. Without the crankshaft mechanism, the piston velocity will be lower when the piston is approaching its TDC during the compression process. 
Valve Opening Timing
The cylinders adopted in an FPEG prototype at this stage are mainly from commercial products, and the others are designed and manufactured with a commercial engine taken as a reference. The scavenging process is performed by ports and valves. If a scavenging port is used, it is covered/uncovered by the piston movement. If valves are employed, then the scavenging process is controlled by opening/closing the valve. For a conventional two-stroke engine, the crank angle is used as feedback to decide the valve timing. In contrast, for the FEPG, the valve timing cannot be decided according to the crank angle as that of the reciprocating engine due to the elimination of the crankshaft system. In order to make further comparison of the FPEG with CE, an equivalent crank angle (ECA) is adopted for the FPEG to describe one operation cycle [3] :
where is the operation time (s) and is the operation duration for one cycle. The piston displacement with the crank angle for the CE, or the ECA for the FPEG, is compared in Figures 5 and 6 . If the FPEG uses the same engine as the CE, then difference in the valve timing will be compared for both port scavenging type and valve scavenging type. The exhaust valve closing (EVC) timing is a crucial parameter that can affect the scavenging efficiency and the compression stroke length, etc. Meanwhile, the difference in piston displacement is more significant when the piston is moving from its BDC to TDC for the CE and FPEG. As a result, the EVC timing is selected as the parameter to compare the valve timing of the CE and the FPEG.
For the CE and FPEG engines using scavenging ports, the ports will be opened/closed when the piston reaches a certain position. The valve timing can be adjusted during the design process, while it cannot be varied during the operation. If a reference EVC is set to be 32 mm from the cylinder head, then the EVC for the FPEG is approximately 10° earlier than that of the CE. As a result, the scavenging efficiency and trapping efficiency will be affected if an early EVC or short scavenging process is adopted. 
where t is the operation time (s) and T is the operation duration for one cycle. The piston displacement with the crank angle for the CE, or the ECA for the FPEG, is compared in Figures 5 and 6 . If the FPEG uses the same engine as the CE, then difference in the valve timing will be compared for both port scavenging type and valve scavenging type. The exhaust valve closing (EVC) timing is a crucial parameter that can affect the scavenging efficiency and the compression stroke length, etc. Meanwhile, the difference in piston displacement is more significant when the piston is moving from its BDC to TDC for the CE and FPEG. As a result, the EVC timing is selected as the parameter to compare the valve timing of the CE and the FPEG.
For the CE and FPEG engines using scavenging ports, the ports will be opened/closed when the piston reaches a certain position. The valve timing can be adjusted during the design process, while it cannot be varied during the operation. If a reference EVC is set to be 32 mm from the cylinder head, then the EVC for the FPEG is approximately 10 • earlier than that of the CE. As a result, the scavenging efficiency and trapping efficiency will be affected if an early EVC or short scavenging process is adopted. If a valve scavenging type engine is adopted for both the CE and the FPEG, the valve timing can be adjusted during the operation process with the crank angle. If the exhaust valve is set to close 50° after BDC, as illustrated in Figure 6 , the compression stroke of the FPEG will be reduced (around 4 mm shorter than that of the CE). As a result, the peak cylinder pressure and the corresponding engine-indicated work is expected to be lower, which will then reduce the engine thermal efficiency and the whole system efficiency. 
Simulation Methodology
In order to investigate the scavenging performance of the FPEG and further optimise its valve timing, a zero-dimensional simulation model is developed in Ricardo WAVE software, with the piston dynamics obtained from the simulation model of the FEPG and the CE in Matlab/SIMULINK. The simulation process is illustrated in Figure 7 . The simulation model in WAVE is a two-stroke single-cylinder engine, and the piston motion profile is imported from the simulation results in Matlab/SIMULINK. The piston motion profile of the FPEG is described with crank angle using Equation (6). If a valve scavenging type engine is adopted for both the CE and the FPEG, the valve timing can be adjusted during the operation process with the crank angle. If the exhaust valve is set to close 50 • after BDC, as illustrated in Figure 6 , the compression stroke of the FPEG will be reduced (around 4 mm shorter than that of the CE). As a result, the peak cylinder pressure and the corresponding engine-indicated work is expected to be lower, which will then reduce the engine thermal efficiency and the whole system efficiency. If a valve scavenging type engine is adopted for both the CE and the FPEG, the valve timing can be adjusted during the operation process with the crank angle. If the exhaust valve is set to close 50° after BDC, as illustrated in Figure 6 , the compression stroke of the FPEG will be reduced (around 4 mm shorter than that of the CE). As a result, the peak cylinder pressure and the corresponding engine-indicated work is expected to be lower, which will then reduce the engine thermal efficiency and the whole system efficiency. 
In order to investigate the scavenging performance of the FPEG and further optimise its valve timing, a zero-dimensional simulation model is developed in Ricardo WAVE software, with the piston dynamics obtained from the simulation model of the FEPG and the CE in Matlab/SIMULINK. The simulation process is illustrated in Figure 7 . The simulation model in WAVE is a two-stroke single-cylinder engine, and the piston motion profile is imported from the simulation results in Matlab/SIMULINK. The piston motion profile of the FPEG is described with crank angle using Equation (6). 
In order to investigate the scavenging performance of the FPEG and further optimise its valve timing, a zero-dimensional simulation model is developed in Ricardo WAVE software, with the piston dynamics obtained from the simulation model of the FEPG and the CE in Matlab/SIMULINK. The simulation process is illustrated in Figure 7 . The simulation model in WAVE is a two-stroke single-cylinder engine, and the piston motion profile is imported from the simulation results in Matlab/SIMULINK. The piston motion profile of the FPEG is described with crank angle using Equation (6) The other engine input parameters for the model are summarised in Table 2 . The parameters in Table 2 are kept unchanged during the simulation for both the FPEG and the CE. The output from the simulation model in WAVE would be the engine performance, e.g., cylinder pressure, power output, scavenging efficiency, etc. The ignition timings of the FPEG and the CE are set to be the same, which is 15° before top dead centre (bTDC). The simulation in this research aims to provide the following information for the future design and optimisation of the FPEG scavenging process:
(a) If an engine with scavenging ports is adopted for the FPEG prototype, information on the performance of the scavenging process, the difference compared to that of the CE with the same cylinder, and the methods to improve the system scavenging process are collected. (b) If an engine with valves is adopted for the FPEG prototype, information on how the valve timing will affect its scavenging process, the difference compared to that of the CE with the same cylinder, and the optimised valve timing are collected. 
Results and Discussion

FPEG with Scavenging Ports
For the CE and FEPG using scavenging ports, and the EVC timing is set to be 32 mm from the cylinder head, as illustrated in Figure 5 , and the inlet gas pressure is 1.2 bar. The cylinder pressure is shown in Figure 8 , and the cylinder pressures with the volume/clearance volume for both engine types are compared in Figure 9 . The other input parameters are the same for the CE and FPEG. As a result, the peak cylinder pressure of the CE is approximately 41 bar, which is 7 bar higher than that of the FPEG (34 bar), even though the same compression stroke length is adopted for both of the engines. The peak value is obtained after the piston reaches its TDC. The pressure of the FPEG at the end of the compression process is also lower than that of the CE. As the free-piston is not limited by the mechanical system, its velocity after TDC is higher than that of CE (as shown in Figure 4) , and The other engine input parameters for the model are summarised in Table 2 . The parameters in Table 2 are kept unchanged during the simulation for both the FPEG and the CE. The output from the simulation model in WAVE would be the engine performance, e.g., cylinder pressure, power output, scavenging efficiency, etc. The ignition timings of the FPEG and the CE are set to be the same, which is 15 • before top dead centre (bTDC). The simulation in this research aims to provide the following information for the future design and optimisation of the FPEG scavenging process:
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FPEG with Scavenging Ports
For the CE and FEPG using scavenging ports, and the EVC timing is set to be 32 mm from the cylinder head, as illustrated in Figure 5 , and the inlet gas pressure is 1.2 bar. The cylinder pressure is shown in Figure 8 , and the cylinder pressures with the volume/clearance volume for both engine types are compared in Figure 9 . The other input parameters are the same for the CE and FPEG. As a result, the peak cylinder pressure of the CE is approximately 41 bar, which is 7 bar higher than that of the FPEG (34 bar), even though the same compression stroke length is adopted for both of the engines. The peak value is obtained after the piston reaches its TDC. The pressure of the FPEG at the end of the compression process is also lower than that of the CE. As the free-piston is not limited by the mechanical system, its velocity after TDC is higher than that of CE (as shown in Figure 4) , and the Energies 2018, 11, 324 9 of 14 corresponding cylinder pressure is lower due to a faster expansion process. When the exhaust port opens, the cylinder pressure is nearly the same for both engines.
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FPEG with Valves
If a cylinder with exhaust valves is adopted to during the development of an FPEG prototype, the exhaust valve will be set to close at 50 • after BDC (or 230 • from TDC), as illustrated in Figure 6 . The cylinder pressure vs the volume/clearance volume profiles for both engines are compared in Figure 12 . The input gas pressure is set to 1.2 bar for both engines, and all of the input parameters except for the exhaust valve closing timing are identical. It is found that the peak cylinder pressure, the area enclosed by the p-V diagram, and the corresponding engine-indicated work of the FPEG are lower than that of the CE, as the compression stroke of the FPEG is reduced. As a result, if an FPEG prototype uses the same cylinder as the CE without adjusting the exhaust valve closing angle, the peak cylinder pressure will be reduced by approximately 10 bar and the engine output brake power will be affected by 0.4 kW. 
If a cylinder with exhaust valves is adopted to during the development of an FPEG prototype, the exhaust valve will be set to close at 50° after BDC (or 230° from TDC), as illustrated in Figure 6 . The cylinder pressure vs the volume/clearance volume profiles for both engines are compared in Figure 12 . The input gas pressure is set to 1.2 bar for both engines, and all of the input parameters except for the exhaust valve closing timing are identical. It is found that the peak cylinder pressure, the area enclosed by the p-V diagram, and the corresponding engine-indicated work of the FPEG are lower than that of the CE, as the compression stroke of the FPEG is reduced. As a result, if an FPEG prototype uses the same cylinder as the CE without adjusting the exhaust valve closing angle, the peak cylinder pressure will be reduced by approximately 10 bar and the engine output brake power will be affected by 0.4 kW. The engine-indicated power and peak pressure with different EVC timings are compared and shown in Figure 13 . As the fuel injection is fixed for each operating cycle, the engine efficiency is supposed to show a similar trend compared to that of the output brake power. It is found that for both the CE and FPEG, the peak cylinder pressure and output brake power decrease when a late exhaust valve closing timing is employed. For the CE, the maximum brake power is achieved when the exhaust valve closes at 220°; while for the FPEG it is reached at 225°. With the same exhaust valve closing timing, the peak cylinder pressure and power achieved by the FPEG are always approximately 0.4 kW lower than that of the CE, due to a shorter compression stroke. As a result, for an FPEG prototype with valves, the exhaust valve is suggested to be closed earlier to improve its power output (but no earlier than 225°). However, a higher intake pressure is also suggested if its output power is expected to be the same or even higher than that of a CE. Meanwhile, the EVC timing is not considered useful to control power output for the FPEG as the improvement is very low, while boosting the intake pressure is overwhelmingly better than changing the EVC timing. The engine-indicated power and peak pressure with different EVC timings are compared and shown in Figure 13 . As the fuel injection is fixed for each operating cycle, the engine efficiency is supposed to show a similar trend compared to that of the output brake power. It is found that for both the CE and FPEG, the peak cylinder pressure and output brake power decrease when a late exhaust valve closing timing is employed. For the CE, the maximum brake power is achieved when the exhaust valve closes at 220 • ; while for the FPEG it is reached at 225 • . With the same exhaust valve closing timing, the peak cylinder pressure and power achieved by the FPEG are always approximately 0.4 kW lower than that of the CE, due to a shorter compression stroke. As a result, for an FPEG prototype with valves, the exhaust valve is suggested to be closed earlier to improve its power output (but no earlier than 225 • ). However, a higher intake pressure is also suggested if its output power is expected to be the same or even higher than that of a CE. Meanwhile, the EVC timing is not considered useful to control power output for the FPEG as the improvement is very low, while boosting the intake pressure is overwhelmingly better than changing the EVC timing. 
Conclusions
In this research, the piston dynamic characteristics of an FPEG is compared with that of a conventional engine of the same size, and the difference in the valve timing is compared for both port scavenging type and valve scavenging type, with the exhaust valve closing timing selected as the parameter. It should be noted that the current state-of-study is still in early stages, and a roadmap in research ought to be mentioned. Main conclusions and suggestions from this research are listed below:
(1) Compared with a CE, the piston of the FPEG moves faster after combustion takes place, as it is not restricted by the crankshaft system, while becomes slower soon after this. The piston velocity of an FPEG will be lower when the piston is approaching its TDC during the compression process, and the peak velocity achieved is also lower than that of a CE. (2) For the CE and FEPG using scavenging ports with the EVC timing set to be 32 mm from the cylinder head, the peak cylinder pressure, engine power output, and scavenging efficiency of the FEPG are found to be lower than that of a CE with the same size and operation conditions. For an FPEG prototype of this kind, in order to improve its power output to the same level as that of a CE with the same size, the inlet gas pressure is suggested to be improved to above 1.4 bar for a better power output, which is approximately 0.2 bar higher than that used for a CE. (3) If a CE cylinder with exhaust valves is adopted or referred to during the development of an FPEG prototype, and the exhaust valve is set to close at 50° after BDC, the engine-indicated work of the FPEG are found to be lower than that of the CE as the compression stroke of the FPEG is reduced. For an FPEG prototype with valves, the exhaust valve is suggested to be closed earlier to improve its power output (but no earlier than 225°), and a higher intake pressure is also suggested if its output power is expected to be the same or higher than that of a CE. Meanwhile, the EVC timing is not considered useful to control power output for the FPEG as the improvement is very low, while boosting the intake pressure is overwhelmingly better than changing the EVC timing. 
(1) Compared with a CE, the piston of the FPEG moves faster after combustion takes place, as it is not restricted by the crankshaft system, while becomes slower soon after this. The piston velocity of an FPEG will be lower when the piston is approaching its TDC during the compression process, and the peak velocity achieved is also lower than that of a CE. (2) For the CE and FEPG using scavenging ports with the EVC timing set to be 32 mm from the cylinder head, the peak cylinder pressure, engine power output, and scavenging efficiency of the FEPG are found to be lower than that of a CE with the same size and operation conditions. For an FPEG prototype of this kind, in order to improve its power output to the same level as that of a CE with the same size, the inlet gas pressure is suggested to be improved to above 1.4 bar for a better power output, which is approximately 0.2 bar higher than that used for a CE. (3) If a CE cylinder with exhaust valves is adopted or referred to during the development of an FPEG prototype, and the exhaust valve is set to close at 50 • after BDC, the engine-indicated work of the FPEG are found to be lower than that of the CE as the compression stroke of the FPEG is reduced.
For an FPEG prototype with valves, the exhaust valve is suggested to be closed earlier to improve its power output (but no earlier than 225 • ), and a higher intake pressure is also suggested if its output power is expected to be the same or higher than that of a CE. Meanwhile, the EVC timing is not considered useful to control power output for the FPEG as the improvement is very low, while boosting the intake pressure is overwhelmingly better than changing the EVC timing.
